AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
CITY OF SHOREVIEW

DATE: AUGUST 22, 2017

TIME: 7:00 PM

PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL
LOCATION: 4600 NORTH VICTORIA

1. CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
July 18, 2017 Workshop
July 25, 2017

3. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS
Meeting Date: August 7 and August 21, 2017
Brief Description of Meeting process- Chair John Doan

4. NEW BUSINESS

A. STANDARD VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2666-17-19
APPLICANT: Chuck and Angie Maragos
LOCATION: 5076 Lexington Ave

B. MINOR SUBDIVISION*
FILE NO: 2667-17-20
APPLICANT: Sean Keatts
LOCATION: 1075 Sherwood Road

C. STANDARD VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2665-17-18
APPLICANT: Peter and Shantel Rivard
LOCATION: 212 Owasso Lane E
5. MISCELLANEOUS

A. City Council Meeting Assignments for September 5, and 18, 2017 are
Commissioners Mc Cool, and Doan.

B. Planning Commission Workshop — September 12, 2017 at 7:00 pm



MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP
JULY 18, 2017

The meeting commenced at approximatély 7:00 pm.
ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners wete present: Commissioners Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe and
Yarusso.

Policy Development Areas
Discussion continued on the Policy Development Areas.

3) 5990/5995 Hodgson Road and vacant property. Questions were raised regarding
development plans in the adjoining community to the north, Lino Lakes and how redevelopment
notth of County Road J will impact land uses, specifically the residential land uses. Members
were supportive of the recommendations identified in the Highway Corridor Transition Study but
also addressed questioned how some of the residential homes on the nearby local streets would
transition and be affected by land use changes at the corner of Hodgson Road and County Road
J. Members recommended that the boundaries of the PDA should change and including the
homes on the south side of Emil, east of Hodgson Road.

4) Turtle Lake Road Neighborhood. Support was received for eliminating this from the PDA’s.
5) Lakeshore Neighborhoods of Turtle Lake. Members supported leaving the DA as is.

6) Town Center. Members supported leaving the PDA as is but did discuss potential impacts of
the TCAAP redevelopment in Arden Hills on the land use and master plan for this area.

7) Shoreview Commons (Highway 96 Corridor). Members supported incorporating the
recommendations of the Highway Corridor Transition Study.

8) Gospel Mission Camp/Snail Lake Properties. Commission Members recommended revising
the PDA per the Highway Corridor Transition Study but indicated an RH designation may be
more suitable than the RL designation. Further, this site with proximity to Highway 96 and Snail
Lake frontage could be a strong commercial area. Policies should address livable/walkable
community, destination area and potential for medium density residential.

Adjournment
Meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:00 pm

Kathleen Castle, City Planner



C. Community Conversation — Economic Development, September 21, 2017 at
7:30 pm

6. ADJOURNMENT

*

These agenda items require City Council review or action. The Planning Commission will
hold a hearing, obtain public comment, discuss the application and forward the
application to City Council. The City Council will consider these items at their regular
meetings which are held on the 1% or 3" Monday of each month. For confirmation when
an item is scheduled at City Council, please check the City’s website at
www.shoreviewmn.gov or contact the Planning Department at 651-490-4682 or 651-490-
4680



http://www.shoreviewmn.gov/

SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
July 25, 2017

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Doan called the July 25, 2017 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to order at
7:02 p.m.
ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners were present: Chair Doan; Commissioners McCool, Peterson,
Solomonson, Wolfe and Yarusso.

Commissioner Thompson was absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Yarusso to
approve the July 25, 2017 Planning Commission meeting agenda as

submitted.
VOTE: Ayes:  McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays:  None

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Minutes of June 13, 2017 Workshop

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to approve
the June 13, 2017 Workshop meeting minutes as presented.

VOTE: Ayes:  McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays:  None

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes June 27, 2017
MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to
approve the June 27, 2017 Planning Commission meeting minutes as

presented.

VOTE: Ayes: McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Doan



Nays: None
Abstain: Yarusso

Commissioner Yarusso abstained, as she did not attend the June 27th meeting.

REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS

City Planner Kathleen Castle reported that the City Council approved as recommended the fol-
lowing items forwarded by the Planning Commission from the June 27, 2017 meeting:

 Conditional Use Permit from Moser Homes and Max and Beth Seglar for an accessory
structure exceeding 440 square feet at 1265 Sunview Court.

« Site and Building Plan Review from Classic Construction Inc. for replacement of de-
tached garages at Midland Terrace, 3505 Owasso Street.

NEW BUSINESS

VARIANCE

FILE NO.: 2664-17-17
APPLICANT: JOHN MADDEN
LOCATION: 239 NICHOLS CT.

Presentation by Senior Planner Aaron Sedey

This applicant proposes an addition of 201 square feet of additional living space on the home that
would have a rear yard setback of 24.8 feet. A variance is needed from the required 30-foot rear
setback. The property is an irregular shape with an area of approximately 13,067 square feet.
The center point width is 106 feet; the depth of the property at the center point is 103 feet. The
property is developed with a two-story single family home with tuck under garage, patios, fence
and driveway. The house is also irregular in shape with sawtooth corners. The property is zoned
R1, Detached Residential District.

The applicant states that practical difficulty exists as a result of the design of the principal struc-
ture and the 1981 addition. The proposal would remove some of the irregular corners on the
house and add family indoor living space.

Staff does not believe practical difficulty is present because an addition can be constructed with-
in the required 30-foot rear setback on the east side or northwest corner of the home. The diffi-
culty is the proposed design of the addition. An extension of the home into the rear setback will
impact adjacent properties and change the character of the neighborhood because other homes in
the neighborhood meet the 30-foot setback.

Notices were sent to property owners within 150 feet of the project site. Two comments were
received. One comment was neutral, and one comment stated that it should be up to the neigh-
bor to the west. Staff does not find affirmatively for the variance and recommends denial.



Should the Planning Commission make affirmative findings, a resolution with conditions is pro-
vided.

Commissioner Solomonson asked if the 1981 indoor pool addition encroaches into the 30-foot
setback. Mr. Sedey stated that the setback for the pool addition is 18°10”. In 1996, a handi-
capped accessible bedroom with bath addition was approved at the same setback. Commissioner
Solomonson asked if comments were received from the neighbor to the west. Mr. Sedey ex-
plained that the neighbor to the west asked for clarification of the lot line.

Commissioner Solomonson asked about screening to the neighbor to the west. Mr. Sedey stated
that there is a 6-foot privacy fence as well as mature trees.

Commissioner Peterson asked if the Code required a 30-foot rear setback in 1981 and 1996. Mr.
Sedey responded that the file made no reference to a variance granted at that time.

Commissioner McCool noted a proposed deck that would also encroach the 30-foot rear setback.
Mr. Sedey explained that decks are allowed within 10 feet of the rear property line and 5 feet
from a side lot line. Commissioner McCool asked the reason the addition is not proposed on the
east side where a variance would not be required. Mr. Sedey explained that the design ties into
existing living space and is separated from the pool on the opposite side.

Mr. John Madden, Applicant, stated the home was originally built in the 1960s. In 1981, a
1700 square foot pool room was added on the back of the house. The pool room has an irregular
shape. Over the last 20 years this home has been in foreclosure four times and has been vacant
several years. Over 10 families have lived in the home. He bought the home in 2009 and took
on the maintenance that needed to be addressed. The pool space has been converted into a gym
that is a play space for his children and children in the neighborhood. Because of the irregular
shape, it is a difficult space to plan around. The plan is for an addition that does not look tacked
on but is functional. Although the house is big, there are different levels that make it difficult to
have functional space. He has contacted every property owner that would be impacted except
one, who he has been unable to reach. Neighbors have given unanimous support and signed a
petition of support that he submitted to the Commission. The neighbor to the west and other
neighbors have written letters of support. Although he understands the impact of a variance, his
goal is to create a home that flows and fits together on one level rather than an addition similar to
the pool room that was tacked on the back. This design is the most functional plan. Two years
ago the yard was re-landscaped. He put in an infiltration basin for water to be collected and flow
into a dry pond created in the back yard. This system keeps all water runoff on the property.

Commissioner Peterson expressed his appreciation for the applicant’s contact with the neighbors
and the explanation that Mr. Madden inherited the rear setback issue with the pool addition. He
asked if it is structurally possible to eliminate the existing irregular sawtooth shape of the back of
the home. Mr. Madden answered that it would be possible but depends on the amount of mon-
ey he is willing to spend. He stated that particular space has been converted into a loft play area
for his children that is used and enjoyed.



Commissioner Solomonson asked if the converted gym will remain and not be used as a pool.
Mr. Madden answered, yes.

Chair Doan opened discussion to public comment.

Mr. Matthew Myer, 244 Sunset Court, stated he has no problem with the addition because it
will not extend further than the existing structure. The home was in a state of disrepair and Mr.
Madden has completely changed and improved it. The improvement of this house has improved
the feel and quality of the neighborhood. He has no doubt further improvements will be well
done.

Mr. John Wedell, 232 Nichols Court, stated that Mr. Madden has rescued the property from col-
lapse. He does architectural work for additions and remodels on homes. The plan that is pre-
sented makes a lot of sense. He recommended approval of the variance. Refurbishment and up-
dating is needed on older homes to make them attractive to young people.

Ms. Dusty Ryan, 234 Nichols Court, stated that there were gangs and drug addicts in the house.
It has now been revived to a family home which is very exciting. The back bedrooms look out
on the lofted former pool area. If the design has to be adjusted, it would close off the windows
of the back bedrooms, which would be difficult. The neighbors are in total support. The neigh-
borhood is turning over to young families. The open design proposed is what young families
want.

Mr. Stephen Foss, 236 Sunset Court, stated that the location for the addition minimizes the view
of it from neighbors to the north. There is a lot of mature vegetation. He does not believe there
would be an impact and supports the proposal.

Commissioner Solomonson stated that there has been an encroachment for a long time. The
property to the west has a back yard adjoining a side yard. He commended the applicant and his
work with the neighbors. The applicant is putting the property to reasonable use. The unique
circumstances are the history of the house, the irregular shape of the lot and the corner to the cul-
de-sac. The neighbors agree there will not be an adverse impact to the neighbors. For these rea-
sons, he supports the proposal.

Commissioner Peterson stated that the neighborhood has dense trees. He expressed his apprecia-
tion for the history and that the property owner is trying to improve the house and the neighbor-

hood. Although he would like to see the encroachment reduced, he understands the cost is likely
prohibitive. He supports the variance in light of the history and the unique shape of the property.

Commissioner McCool commended the applicant for rescuing the property. He expressed his
appreciation for the communication the applicant has had with his neighbors. This is a uniquely
shaped lot with a uniquely shaped house and unique setbacks with a side yard next to a rear yard.
The proposed setback is 5 feet less than the required setback, which will not be an impact to
neighbors to the rear. He supports the application and reinvestment in this property.



Commissioner Yarusso stated that the unusual circumstance is the effort to right what was done
in the past. This is probably the most cost effective way to accomplish that because it is easier to
add foundation than to take it out. She also expressed appreciation for working with the neigh-
bors. With the angles of the lots and numbers of trees, the house is not easy to see. It will be
aesthetically pleasing to clean up some of the angles on the back side of the house. She ex-
pressed her support for the variance.

Commissioner Wolfe agreed with other Commissioners’ statements. The openness of the appli-
cant and his work with the neighbors is very positive. He would support the application.

Chair Doan commended the applicant for improving the house and for bringing the neighbor-
hood together. The screening with a 6-foot fence means the addition will not be very material to
neighbors. He also supports the variance.

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to adopt
Resolution No. 17-46, approving the variance request to reduce the rear yard
setback to 24-feet 8-inches for the proposed 201 square foot addition, submitted
by John Madden for the property located at 239 Nichols Court. This approval is
subject to the following conditions:

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the Var-
iance application.

2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and con-
struction commenced.

3. Rainwater shall be collected by gutters and distributed away from neighboring properties.

4. Erosion control will be installed in accordance with City Code requirements prior to any
site disturbance. Vegetation shall be restored in accordance with City Code standards.

5. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.

This approval is based on the following findings:

1. Findings are based on Commissioners’ comments pertaining to the criteria for
granting a variance.

The applicant proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner that is allowed in the R1 De-
tached Residential District. There is practical difficulty in that the lot has an irregular shape.
The house also is irregular in shape due to its history and previous additions that were created
with a building permit, not a variance. The shape of the lot and house as well as previous addi-
tions were not caused by the applicant. There is consensus among Commissioners that the pro-
posed addition will not adversely impact adjacent neighbors or alter the character of the neigh-
borhood because of the privacy fence and number of mature trees for screening. Further, there is
overwhelming support by neighbors.

Discussion:



Commissioner Solomonson asked if that finding is sufficient. Ms. Castle responded that staff
will add detail from the minutes. Chair Doan will review the resolution when he signs it.

VOTE: Ayes:  McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays:  None

PUBLIC HEARING -TEXT AMENDMENT/SMALL CELL WIRELESS*

FILE NO: 2663-17-16
APPLICANT: CITY OF SHOREVIEW
LOCATION: CITY WIDE

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle

The proposed text amendment to Sections 400 and 600 of the Municipal Code relates
to small cell wireless facilities. Small cell wireless sites would be located within a
macro site cell area that has high coverage needs or poor site coverage. State law al-
lows small cell wireless equipment to be placed on city-owned infrastructure in public
rights-of-way. Cities are allowed to regulate permit requirements. The proposed
amendment establishes a permit process and regulations for these facilities. The pub-
lic hearing is continued from the June 27, 2017 Planning Commission meeting in order
to review how state law impacts the City’s ordinance.

Section 207.040 (B)(3), the proposed ordinance, deletes language prohibiting wireless
facilities in public rights-of-way. Section 405, Right-of-Way Management, is amend-
ed to: 1) permit small cell sites within a right-of-way with a permit; and 2) incorporate
state law requirements with respect to collocation. Section 405 also includes a City
review process that will be done administratively by staff. Criteria identified for re-
view include: 1) health, safety and welfare of residents; 2) compliance with state re-
quirements in Section 405; 3) demonstrated need by the cell provider; 4) collocation
considered; and 5) character of the area.

Small cell wireless facilities will be required to meet the following standards:

1. They will be allowed only on poles exclusively designed to accommodate
small cell equipment;
2. Color and camouflage:

- The small cell facility must be integrated into the pole structure itself.
- Equipment enclosures must be underground unless permitted by the
City. If located above ground, certain criteria must be met to blend into
the environment.

3. Pole-Mounted:
- Small cell wireless equipment is prohibited on poles solely designed
for street lighting, traffic signals, parking lot lighting, and utility power
poles.



- Small cell wireless equipment must be integrated into the pole struc-
ture and concealed.
4. The maximum height of a small cell wireless pole is 50 feet.

Ms. Castle introduced Mr. John Svek, City Consultant with SEH; and Mr. Tom Wesolowski,
City Engineer, who manages the Right-of-Way Management Ordinance, who were present to
answer questions.

Commissioner Solomonson asked where in the ordinance it is indicated that a wood pole must
have multiple uses to be considered for collocation. Ms. Castle referred to page 7, item (5)(a)
where it states, “Small Cell Wireless Facilities are prohibited on existing poles that have been
designed exclusively for use as street lighting, traffic signal systems, parking lot lighting and
utility power lines.” The intent is that the pole itself needs to be designed to accommodate small
cell wireless equipment. Commissioner Solomonson questioned whether it is clear what can be
on a utility pole which carries electric and cable services. Ms. Castle suggested the language be
changed to delete the word “power” and use “utility lines.” That change would be made consist-
ently throughout the ordinance.

Commissioner Yarusso referred to page 6, (B) (1) where it states that, “All facilities and hubs
shall be camouflaged...”, and page 8, (B)(5)(e) where it states that “Small Cell Wireless Facili-
ties located on poles shall be concealed...”. Her question is if (B)(1) should also state “camou-
flaged or concealed.” The two conflict and (B)(1) would be stronger if it stated “camouflaged or
concealed.”

Commissioner McCool referred to page 8 (B)(5)(f), which states the maximum number of poles
per small cell facility is one. He asked if there should be City discretion as to how many provid-
ers may be on a pole rather than one pole for each resulting in a lineup of poles in one area. He
also asked if there is a required setback for the poles. Ms. Castle explained that there is a revised
text that states, “unless said pole is approved for collocation of more than one small cell facility.”
Potentially the poles would be 50 feet tall with opportunity for collocation. The City would pre-
fer not to have a proliferation of poles in the right-of-way. Need must be demonstrated which
will dictate placement of the poles.

Commissioner Solomonson questioned the meaning of camouflage and what can be on the pole.
Referring to the previous presentation of pictures shown comparing Oakland to San Francisco,
there was a tangle of wires and equipment on the Oakland poles. Mr. John Svek, SEH, Tele-
communications Manager, responded that most carriers understand that cities will not allow
what happened in Oakland. The poles in Oakland were among the first ever constructed. He
referred to (B(4)(b) which states that, “Equipment enclosures shall be located in underground
vaults, unless the City determines an above-grade installation is appropriate for the site.” The
City will dictate where the equipment will be placed and how it will be placed to conceal it as
much as possible.

Commissioner Solomonson stated that his concern is whether the language is strong enough to
enforce what cannot be put on a pole so that the equipment is camouflaged. Ms. Castle referred
to page 8, (B)(5)(e), “Concealment. Small Cell Wireless Facilities located on poles shall be con-



cealed, placed inside the pole structure and have no exposed hardware or equipment.” Also page
6, (B)(1) addresses this issue and provides that ... All facilities and hubs shall be designed to
minimize the visual impact and, in the sole discretion of the City, so appear compatible with the
surroundings:”

Commissioner McCool suggested a new provision, (B)(1)(d) on page 6 to provide criteria for
scale and size.

City Attorney Beck stated that proper notice has been given for the public hearing.

Chair Doan opened the public hearing continued from the June 27, 2017 Planning Commission
meeting. There were no comments or questions from the public.

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner McCool to close the
public hearing at 8:19 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes:  McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays:  None

Commissioner Solomonson noted a correction to page 8, (B)(5)(g) where the sentence should
begin with “The.” He agreed with Commissioner McCool to add a provision on scale and size
criteria.

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson recommend
the City Council approve the attached ordinance amending Section 207.040
permitting small cell wireless facilities in the public right-of-way and Section 405,
Right-of-Way Management, allowing said facilities in the public right-of-way
provided certain conditions are met, including an added provision for scale and
size criteria and edits of Commissioners.

VOTE: Ayes: McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays: None

MISCELLANEOUS

City Council Meetings

Chair Doan and Commissioner Thompson are respectively scheduled to attend the August 7th
and August 21st City Council meetings.

Community Conversation

A Community Conversation on Land Use and Development in the Comprehensive Plan is
scheduled for Thursday, August 10, 2017.



Planning Commission Workshop

A workshop meeting on the Comprehensive Plan is scheduled for the Planning Commission on
August 8, 2017. Chair Doan and Commissioner Peterson stated they would be unable to attend.
It was noted that a quorum of four Commissioners is needed for a workshop meeting. Commis-
sioners McCool, Solomonson, Wolfe and Yarusso indicated they would be able to attend on the
8th.

Ms. Castle referred Commissioners to a table that is posted in Google Document shared file that
lists the Policy Development Areas (PDASs) in the Comprehensive Plan being considered for
change with the rationale. Commissioners were encouraged to review the table before the work-
shop meeting. Commissioners unable to attend this or any workshop were encouraged to send
any comments they have to staff. After the PDAs are completed, a draft chapter needs to be
completed by the Planning Commission by September 2017.

Economic Development and Planning Associate Niki Hill urged Commissioners to check out the
new website on the Comprehensive Plan at destination.shoreviewmn.gov.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Wolfe to
adjourn the meeting at 8:34 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes: McCool, Peterson, Solomonson, Wolfe, Yarusso, Doan
Nays: None

ATTEST:

Kathleen Castle
City Planner


http://destination.shoreviewmn.gov/
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